~A187 844 A _LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE RELRTIOHSHIP BETMEEN
SITUATIONAL COISTRRINTS (U) IR ORCE INST OF TECH

HRIGHT-PATTERSON A

UNCLASSIFIED M S RICHARDSON SEP 87 RFIT/GSN/LSR/B?S -39 F/6 5/8




haadie d T o ST TR EN NN NN " Y

ll22

FEFTEEET

aEEEK
EEE

o®

I

N
(3

“m 1.4 g

[

M oo OPY RESOLUTICN TEST CHART

TR el

NOGCR R IO .. OO0 U N O L 3. 45 0% 6% Y 1% Y R TN )
oy "‘"'”""’*'*"’"'hl':."n‘l’i‘i'» a”“c*«‘i"’:,'!‘\7!?;7'»%":';"":’g'l‘?‘&’.\_nftf!‘«.ni;ﬁ'«‘l ._l‘z‘l‘:‘a.’»‘c;!‘nl,‘.‘.'.

R
V.

', Y %
"“ Lot X '




@ i ALE CoBY o |
.\3 , @

AD-A187 844

-

w'."-,';“"-

DTIC

ELECTE!
GEC 0 319873

D

s

"

5

s
N A8

»
‘NS Y YR

“<

"»’)#‘c

b i LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN SITUATIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND JOB
PERFORMANCE IN A UNITED STATES MINT

THESIS

Mark S. Richardson
Captain, USAF

|

|

|
J

} AFIT/GLM/LSR/875-59

Approved for public releage}

,:;,. l DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A
X .
Distribution Unlimited

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
SN AIR UNIVERSITY

e © AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

v Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio

L 87 1) 24 03]

Y
N S Y n e e e n i x v - U . .
R R e ) o, ", {) . ) \) h

R e o R e e T o o R O oy Y R R P A R SO SR




a4

AFIT/GLM/LSR/875-59

X X )

e

4« -

o e

A Bkl ot

A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP

X BETWEEN SITUATIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND JOB
, PERFORMANCE IN A UNITED STATES MINT
[}

' THESIS o o

F“e: 20 For
A Mark S. Richardson ’rm‘_ -rﬁ;s\,; *‘d‘——‘%
0 Captain, USAF ol T3 ) l
T ol )

. oo .

! AFIT/GLM/LSR/87S-59 LJ o ; -
N l - - e
] i -y
1 ! E i
D Voo i |
! b !
) ,; ’* -—— .
§ : i
¢ pom o :

ib ! " |
' i .

b i '

: ﬂ-/ 3 }

y L e

L)

* . Drcﬂwu( "‘M)’]' &i',;,'i,:":v:_ r- ‘

¢ Arorove U for publis © oo
R U
)

L

», C 1, g
OO AT .‘ U R0 4 (AN gi»n 0 & (%O ) i
WA T ey "v. AR A R "n‘!n‘!u'!'.-.lfw Sttty ‘i' l. AN, .'a'.'o‘ 'u Rl Vi




W mv-wwﬂv Lo o aea mih il aob o aid o
" >

fn" The contents of the document are technically accurate, and no

5 sensitive items, detrimental ideas, or deleterious information is

T contained therein. Furthermore, the views expressed in the

ar document are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect
the views of the School of Systems and Logistics, the Air

?ﬂ University, the United States Air Force, or the Department of
oy pefense.

‘ o D aha MR AT AT VOV W W e )
“""“‘t"‘:“""'a"' '%.,’ "‘-’4*’»5)*50"20'lf!"‘ﬂ“"u"‘u".l"'* .5‘,3-..,05'31‘;9(' mh.!>.‘."..*"»fn‘§,e.‘"s M‘f&r’-tw M X 14N l.f’!,» DR Wy m’, R WL S

e



———— WU WTW U R UOWIN T N OW @waR W W aewww '"““““"““"‘mev'“vw

AFIT/GLM/LSR/87S-59

A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SITUATIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND JOB PERFORMANCE

IN A UNITED STATES MINT

THESIS

Presented to the Faculty of the School of Systems and Logistics
of the Air Force Institute of Technology
Air University
In Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of

Magter of Science in Logistics Management

Mark S. Richardson, B.S., M.B.A.

Captain, USAF

September 1987

. Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

- " “pr . . -~ . -
- D OO0 AR < N AASHOEONON0 TR NS G 8y J. N GOSN
5‘,,!.'1 jé’t;‘,h',h‘?@‘ ,li‘!ﬂz‘!!' LAY, :.,.'|‘,' »,’.*.' ‘f;_g"‘:‘.",,‘,,!(‘,n ] g‘l‘!_'f, -'"’ ’5‘2,"‘,)[":\-' xE”‘--z_“ "-.‘§’l,',"x’l“ % ‘-“15.‘4" ) (.!.“.' ..!l‘/ X ‘~'!'ﬂt~ .}‘.v‘

o

%Jﬁﬂo' *4

AN et



YO A

Pl gt S

L

i-

s
L oy

)

- -

oty ]

1

LA

7

N
4

TR TN VI O

Acknowledgements

I would like to express gratitude to Dr. Robert P.
Steel, for his guidance and the opportunity to perform this
research effort. As my thesis advisor, I also appreciate
his support and encouragement which allowed me to learn

while successfully completing this thesis.

Special thanks goes tc my wife, Pamela, whose constant
patience, understanding, and impelling ability allowed me to
complete this project. Her editing skills and command of

the English language greatly enchanced this work.

ii

R N T o ‘ AT RN FIHCNOWIRG ‘ ATV AT OV T ‘
T e e i Ay R s R Pt e et o el s




. , Table of Contents
. Page
Acknowledgements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ii
List of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . o . . . .00 v
Abstract . . . . L L L L L oL sl Vi
I. Introduction 1
Background .o e e e e e e e 1
Laboratory Studles .o e e e 2
Field Studies -- Private Sector Ce e 5
Field Studies -- Federal Sector . . . . . . 9
Comparison of Field Studies . . . . . . . . 18
Statement of Problem . . . . . . . . . . . 17
Objectives and Hypotheses . . . . . . . . . 18
Hypothesis 1 .o 18
Hypothesis 2 18
Hypothesis 3 18
Hypothesis 4 18
I1I. Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
Sample and Setting e e e e e e e e e 20
Measures . . e e e e e 20
Sztuatlonal constralnts .o e 21
Supervisor’'s performance ratlng e 22
Self-appraisal of performance .. . . 23
Job satisfaction . . . e e ... 24
Organizational commltment e e . ... 24
Intention to quit . . . . . . . . . . 25
Procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
III. Results . . . . . . . . . . .. L 0L, 27
Descriptive Statistics from the Survey and
Appraisal Data . . . 27
Cross-Sectional Correlates of S1tuatlonal
Constraints . . . .o 27
Longitudinal Correlates of S1tuatxonal
» Congtraints . . . e X
» Evaluation of Hypothesis 1 35
Evaluation of Hypothesis 2 38
Evaluation of Hypothesis 3 38
Evaluation of Hypothesig 4 39
*
] ‘
111

B P e - ¢ - - L. - LI

.r.f - -"‘-1' .t -"\J‘&' .-.r‘.- s et



YALAT

Page

Iv. Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations . . 40
[}

Conclusions and Recommendations . . . . . . 45

Appendix A: Situational Constraints Items . . . . . . . 49

Appendix B: Supervisor’s Performance Rating Items . . . 50
Appendix C: Self-appraisal of Performance Items . . . . 51
Appendix D: Job Satisfaction Items e e e e 52
Appendix E: Organizational Commitment Items . . . . . . 53

Appendix F: Intention to Quit Item . . . . . . . . . . 655
Biblicgraphy . . . . . . . . . . . . o . ... 56

Vita . . . . o oo L e e 59

1v

[ N BRAX M 5,970, 8% 1% ¢ y , .. gl ~ X
AR AU AT o‘»'a‘-'a."'.'!‘."'.l‘ﬂ.'t‘ '.‘.'o’!‘ﬂ?'.l"ﬂ".t ‘.!"’0"&!",Of'tt,'.}"t,!"4"‘,0"'9" A O ’0'.‘0"“'3'5!.’




]
B
109
:::'o
l..
e
u
)
3*! List of Tables
W
W
" Table Page
2
Wy b Means and Standard Deviations for Measures . . . 28
AN
‘) 2 Cross-Sectional Outcome Correlates of Wave 1
vi: Situational Performance Constraints . . . . . . 29
"
e 3. Cross-Sectional Outcome Correlates of Wave 2
‘?; Situational Performance Constraints . . . . . . 31
Do
oo 4. Cross-Sectional Qutcome Correlates of Wave 3
a4y Situational Performance Constraints . . . . . . 32
Y
;:ﬁ 5 Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 2 Qutcomes Using
A i Wave 1 Situational Performance Constraints .o 34
.; 6. Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 3 QOutcomes Using
i Wave 1| Situational Performance Constraints . 36
5
K>
;f: 7 Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 3 Outcomes Using
“Sh) Wave 2 Situational Performance Constraints .o 37
5
o
D 2::
1
o0
=1
-
g,
b
o
:}l‘
®
S
0
4,:)"
B
Fn

..-l’

L3

\ _jon g
S S
&7,

<.
v
<

n..’

-“
Vola

) IS o BN AR A B ¥ o Nx Py W P 2 BRI T IR A N "t
A MK 5!%\.»;‘#; o HEANIRRY! ;,0'.,3,1'{ USRI hes X UK s OGN

‘_,"
<

Y
L



22

|

't

Wy

A
3

"doh

D

. o g P oy
% .,".,{_._‘x.,"-f Ny

]

) Pal il
;'1.4:'4' P

v,

y A P
efet sl JlN o

o I A

5SS

C

~

FLALrOA

‘.Eii

- Kl -~ -
Y ST

k|

A avs LS’JJJ‘

£ " & '\‘ ‘v. R

N
A N

AFIT/GLM/LSR/87S-59

Abstraict

This research was conducted to determine if there were
any significant relationships between concomitant measures
of gituational constraints and (1) job performance; (2) work
attitudes; and (3) behavioral intentions to quit for a
sample of employees from a United States Mint. This
research also investigated predictive relationships between
situational constfaints and outcome measures over a four-
teen-month period. Survey and performance appraisal data
were collected from a sample of 260 United States Federal
Mint employees in three waves: Wave 1 during November 1983;
Wave 2 at the end of May 1984; and Wave 3 during January
1985.

This study found no significant relationships between
situational constraints and self-appraisal ratings.
Significant relationships, however, were found between
constraints and supervisory performance ratings. Overall,
the gtudy did not observe a conclusive congtraints -
affective measures relationship. No si1gnificant connection
between situational constraints and behavioral intentions to
quit were found in the study. While this study’'s lon-
gitudinal data revealed little evidence of longitudinal

predictability of performance by constraints, the author
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recommends the study’'s longitudinal design be used in future
. studies. The longitudinal design would enable researchers
to draw inferences concerning the causal effects of con-

straints on subsequent outcome measures.
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. A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SITUATIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND JOB PERFORMANCE

IN A UNITED STATES MINT

I. Introduction

Background

Researchers have attempted to identify Qarlous deter-
minants of job performance. The influence of human abilit-
ies (Dunnette, .376) and motivation (Campbell & Pritchard,
1976) on work performance has historically received a great
deal of attention. Most research treated situational
constraints as impacts on motivation. However, in their
review of motivational research, Campbell and Pritchard
(1976) included "facilitating and inhibiting conditions not
under the control of the individual®™ as a hypothesized
partial determinant of performance (Peters, O’'Connor &
Rudolf, 1980).

Situational constraints have been viewed as an in-
fluence on job performance in many studies (e.g. Blumberg &
Pringle, 1982; Campbell & Pritchard, 1876; Dachler & Mobley,

1979; Ilgen, Fisher & Taylor, 1979; Schneider, 1978; Wherry

& Bartlett, 1982).




Laboratory Studies

Even though several conceptual models recognized work
situations directly affect job performance, the hypothesized
direct effect of facilitative/inhibiting situational
variables on performance was not tested until 1980 (Peters
et al., 1980). Peitnrs et al. (1980) tested the assumed
impact of gituational characteristics on both affective and
behavioral work outcomes. Prior to the actual study of
affect, Peters et al. (1980) realized the necessity of first
defining the domain of situational constraints directly
affecting work outcomes. By using a study of 62 full-time
Dallas business community employees, Peters et al. (1980)
developed a situational taxonomy of eight specific and
performance-relevant situational variables. The individuals
were asked to respond tc an open-ended questionnaire. Each
participant described instances when situational conditions
interfered with their job performance. The participants
also described their affective responses to the negative
situations. The responses to the questionnaire were
summarized and sorted focusing on specific performance-
relevant situational variables. The resulting taxonomy

included: (1) job-related information, (2) tools and

equipment, (3) materials and supplies, (4) budgetary
support, (5) required services and help from others, (6)
task preparation, (7) time availability, and (8) work
environment (Peters et al., 1980).
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Peters et al. (1980) used a controlled laboratory
experiment to test their hypothesis. Four of the eight
situational variables were manipulated to create facilitat-
ing and inhibiting conditions. Performance was found to be
lower for individuals working in the inhibiting condition.
Individuals had also been grouped according to low and high
performance. Both types of groups were subjected to the
manipulated situational conditions. Both low and high per-
formers in the facilitating condition performed significant-
ly better than the low and high performers in the inhibiting
condition. Individuals in the facilitating condition
reported significantly less frustration and were more
satisfied with their task than the individuals in the
inhibiting condition. The results indicated performance,
affective responses, and the relationship between the two
were affected by performance-relevant situational con-
straints (Peters et al., 1980).

Peters and O'Connor (1980) laid the conceptual ground-
work for research into the direct effect of situational
constraints on performance. Their article presented “a
conceptual framework gpecifying the hypothesized influences
of situational constraints on work outcomes and individual
difference to work outcome associations” (Peters & O'Connor,
1980, p. 391). Peters and O'Connor (1980) suggested further
research be aimed at examining the completeness of their
taxonomy as well as the development of a sound measure of
gituational constraints useful for field research.

3
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Peters, Fisher., and O'Connor (1982) 1nveztigatad the
presence of a moderating effect for situational control of
performance variance on the relationship between 1ndividual
differences and performance. Peters et al. (1982) used a
field experimental simulation to test their hypothesis. The
situational conditions of amount and distribution of work to
be accomplished in a given time period were manipulated.

Two individual difference variables, abilities and past
experience, were also evaluated. The results of the study
indicated situational constraints have an effect on the
predictability of performance by relevant individual
differences. The study concluded that performance was
better predicted by task ability and experience when
performance conditions displayed lower gituational con-
straints.

A laboratory study manipulating three of the original
eight situational constraint variables studied by Peters et
al. (1980) was conducted by Peters, Chassie, Lindholm,
O’'Conner, and Kline (1982). The study created facilitating
and inhibiting conditions and found higher performance 1n
the lower constraint condition than in the higher constraint
condition. The study also found less frustration and
dissatisfaction among the lower constraint individuals
(Peters, Chasgsie et al.. 1982).

The laboratory studies indicate inhibiting situational

constraints are related to lower job performance. These
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;; inhibiting constraints have also been found to have a nega-
- > . tive effect on affective responses.

L
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j: Field Studies -- Private Sector

i;f Several field studies in the private sector (e.g.

?* O’'Conner, Peters, Rudolf & Pooyan, 1982; O'Conner, Peters,
f* Pooyan, Weekly, Frank, & Erenkrantz, 1984; Steel & Mento,

¥

vi 1986a; Steel, Mento, & Hendrix, 1987) have not yielded

?;‘ consistent results. Peters, O0’'Connor, and Eulberg (1985)
§: examined much of the field research on situational con-

ha straints and concluded the field research does not fully
gij agree with the laboratory findings.

‘Eg O’'Conner et al. (1982) conducted research on the

?: relationship of situational constraints and affective
'it outcomes. The study included managers and non-managers from
of"
:;E different jobs, levels, and organizations. Situational
tj constraints were measured from employee responses to
s; questionnaires based on the eight sources of constraints
p% identified by Peters et al. (1980). The eight resource
’ dimensions were combined to provide an average constraint
;5 score. This measure permitted employees to exclude con-
i; straint variables which they deemed irrelevant to their

"

.‘{ specific job situation.
ﬂ; The study found situational constraints to be sig-

:g' nificantly agsociated with frustration (r = .49, p ¢ .001).
p
Measures of dissatisfaction were also significantly related

EE to overall job conatraints (r's ranged from -.26, p ¢ .00l
o 5
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{E for pay satisfaction to -.42, p < .00l for supervisory
]
Y satisfaction) .
® i
MY O'Conner, Peters et al. (1984) conducted field research
D '.1
1¢4
%): using the framework presented by Peters and O'Conner (1980)
) ll‘.’
*,
:&‘ to test the impact of situational constraints on perfor-
mance, affective outcomes, and turnover. Performance
'3% appraisals were filled out for participating individuals by
3 j
:\‘ their immediate supervisors. This study used a large sample
‘é size (N = 1450) drawn from three levels in the same con-
SRS
7J§ venience store organization. The three levels included:
L)
n& store managers, supervisors, and district managers. Since
o
qs; the workers were from the same organization, specific
>
I_
;Sﬁ measures of constraints and performance were developed. The
Y
, .
Wi results concurred with laboratory research by finding higher
«?E situational constraints associated with lower performance
A
W
;-ﬁ (r = -.12, p < .001). Although significant, the constraint-
%
i performance association was smaller than expected. The
)
o authors offered a reason for the lower magnitude, this may
.}:
A be due to
B
AT ...the fact that the constraints observed
® during the current research were typically not
s severe enough to produce substantive reductions 1in
W performance (O'Conner, Peters et al., 1984, p.
Y 670) .
oy
o Higher situational congtraints were also related to
A higher frustration (r = .36, p ¢ .001) and three measures of
.
X 43 lower satisfaction: general (r = -.28, p ¢ .001); with work 8
i)
W
'l (r = -.33, p < .001); and with supervision (r = -.40, p <«
Y
1,9 .001) . In addition, the study found a weaker than expected
e
& 6

D) i 0 N
\ Av:ﬁ!v"!tf‘fc;‘!02"0,05."
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the mean, partitioning the sample into low and high con-
straint performance environments.

Steel and Mento (1986a) found that constraints were
significantly negatively correlated with the supervisory ap-
praisals (r = -.36, p < .001l) and FBSA ratings (r = -.31, p
< .001). This finding contrasted with earlier field studies
(0’Connor, Eulberg, Peters, & Watson, 1984; O'Conner, Peters
et al., 1984). The Steel and Mento (1986) study, however,
agrees with earlier research in finding very modest rela-
tionships for situational constraints and objective perfor-
mance criteria (r's = .00 to -.12, p < .05).

The effects of situational constraints on the work
performance of finance company cashiers was investigated by
Steel, Mento, and Hendrix (1987). The study used 368
cashiers from a large midwestern finance company. The
cashiers’ job performance was measured by supervisory and
self-appraisals (FBSAs), as well as, with objective
criteria.

Steel et al., (1987) found that supervisory ratings and
self-ratings of performance were significantly correlated
with the constraint ratings with r's = -.44 (p < .001) and
-.23 (p < .001), respectively. Significant negative corre-
lations were also obtained between objective performance
measures and one constraint dimension, socinl constraints
(r = .12, p ¢ .05, for cash overages and r = .11, p <. 05,
for cash gshortages). The results closely resemble earlier
findings using similar sets of performance criteria (Steel &

8
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Mento, 1986a). Performance variance wazg not found to ba
significantly greater in low constraint work settings than
in high constraint work settings (Steel et al., 1987). The
failure to find differences in performance variance between
the two groups from high and low consgstraint settings agreed
with earlier findings (0'Conner, Eulberg et al., 1984;

Peters et al., 1980).

Field Studies -- Federal Sector

Private sector organizations are not the sole source of
research information. Situational constraints can also be
found among various agencies and branches of the United
States Government. The federal government is a complex
bureaucracy with a high degree of formalization and elabor-
ate detailed controls. Government workers are frequently
depicted as working in a sea of red tape which limits
flexibility and restricts the straight-forward accomplish-
ment of tasks. Several studies in the federal sector (e.g.
O0'Connor, Eulberg, Peters, & Watson, 1984; Olson & Borman,
1985; Olson, Borman, & Motowidlo, 1986; Steel & Mento,
1986b) have observed relationships between situational
congtraints and job performance.

The Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL) spon-
sored research on situational constraints in the Air Force

(O'Conner, Eulberg et al., 1984). The study was accom-

plished in four phases.
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In the first phase situational constraints ex-
perienced by first and second-term, skilled and semi-

skilled, enlisted personnel in Air Force work environments

were identified. Using the procedure described by Peters et
al. (1980), 14 categories were identified. The situational
constraint dimensions were: (1) training; (2) materials &

supplies; (3) time; (4) tools & equipment; (5) planning/
scheduling of activity; (6) cooperation from others; (7)
personnel; (8) physical working conditions; (9) policies &
procedures; (10) red tape; (l1) transportation; (12) ;ob
relevant authority: (13) job related information; and (14)
forms (O'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984).

Phase II of the AFHRL study developed a 57-item
multiple choice questionnaire using the situational con-
straint dimensions from Phase I. This phase also sought
empirical verification of the constraint scale developed 1in
the first phase. Each of the constraint dimensions sig-
nificantly correlated with various relevant criterion
measures. The results of this phase validated the useful-
ness of the constraint dimensions and constraint scale for
investigating the impact of gituational constraints on Air
Force enlisted work performance (0'Connor, Eulberg et al.,
1984) .

Phages III and IV used the questionnaire to investigate
the impact of situational constraints on performance,
affective regponses, and propensity to leave the work

setting. Phase IIl data were obtained from pairs of

10
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enlisted personnel and their supervisors 1n six occupational
specialties: (1) Aircraft Pheudraulic Systems Mechanic (AFS
423X4);, (2) Fire Protection Specialist (AFS 571X0); (3) Fuel
Specialist (AFS 631X0),; (4) Material Facil:ties Specialist
(AFS 645X1); (5) Personnel Specialist (AFS 732X0); and (6)
Law Enforcement Specialist (AFS 811X0). Phase IV data were
obtained from enlisted personnel and their supervisors 1in
the Medical Specialist (AFS 902X0) occupational specilalty.
The seven occupational specialties in Phase III and Phase IV
were administered the same questiocnnaire simultaneously.

The study hypothesized that situational constraints
would relate to performance, affective reactions, and the
propensity to stay/leave. The results of the study di1d not
meet expectations concerning the relationship of situational
constraints to performance outccmes.

For each AFS, 56 potentially significant associa-

tions were investigated between the constraint

dimensgions and performance. The numbers of

significant (p ¢ .05 or stronger] constraint

dimension to performance correlations observed for

each AFS were (a) AFS 423X4 = 12 [r's ranged from

.22 to .34]), (b) AFS 571X0 = 0, (¢) AFS 631X0 = 0,

(d) AFS 64S5Xl!1 20 [(r's ranged from .19 to .381],

(e) AFS 732X0 3 [r's ranged from .23 to .261],

(f) AFS 811X0 = 10 [{r's ranged from .16 to .241],

and (g) AFS 902X0 = 3 (r's ranged from .11 to
.14a7]. (O'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984, p. 34).

Similarly, little evidence was found to support a
relationship between constraints and two propensity to
stay/leave measures (reenlistment likelihood [14 out of 56
pogssgible significant associations with r’'s ranging from .16

to .33, p ¢ .05 or sgstronger] and reenligtment intentions (9

11
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out of 56 possible significant associations with r's ranging
from .12 to .34, p < .05 or strongerl]).

O0'Ccnnor, Eulberg et al. (1984) did find consistent
relationships between constraint measures and affective
outcomes across all occupational specialties. Personnel
with higher levels of total and overall situational con-
straints generally had greater frustration and lower
satigfaction with r's ranging from .10 to .75 (p < .05 or
stronger) for satisfaction and from .17 to .53 (p ¢ .05 or
stronger) for frustration (0'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984).

Olson and Borman (1985) conducted research on the
relationship of environmental factors (i.e., constraints)
and performance for Army enlisted personnel. The study used
a sample containing 800 first-term enlisted personnel from
five Army military occupational speciaities. The Army Work
Environment Questionnaire was used to measure 14 dimensions
of the Army work environment. Job performance criteria used
supervisory and peer ratings. Behaviorally-anchored rating
scales were used to measure job-specific and Army-wide
components of performance.

The study found the largest correlations (r's ranged
from .08 to .23, p ¢ .05) between environmental variables
and Army-wide BARS performance measures. Specifically, the
si1gnificant correlations with performance were found for the
total sample with environmental variables of: (1) perceived
Job importance (r's = .09 to .23, p ¢ .05); (2) discipline

practices {(r's = .08 to .14, p ¢ .0%),; (3) 1individual
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&J support (r’'s = .09 to .18, p < .0%5); and (4) the reward
; : . system (r's = .08 to .11, p < .05). Environmental variables
.;w of: (1) resources; (2) workload; (3) physical working

§§ conditions; and (4) changes in job procedures were not
'fz significantly associated with job performance. The rela-
Eﬁ tionships observed between the environmental variables and
;:E Army-wide BARS performance measures were consistent whether
i'? performance was measured by sSupervisors or peers (Olson &
:é: Borman, 1985).

3 Olson et als (1986) continued the examination of the

f} relationship between the Army work environment and job

i& performance. The study used a sample of 5080 first-term

fi Army enlisted personnel in 9 different military occupational
f}: specialties. Work environment was measured using a revised
if' Army Work Environment Questionnaire. The questionnaire

&: measured the environmental dimensions of: (1) resources/

E§ tools/equipment; (2) support; (3) training/work assignment;
lﬁ_ (4) job importance; and (S5) cooperation/cohesiveness.
:?E Performance was measured by the soldier’'s supervisor and
:2T peers. Performance was measured using Army-wide and )ob-
ﬁ? specific behavior-based rating scales.

@; The study found significant correlations between the
environmental variables and the performance measures.

v, Correlations ranged from: (1) .05 to .14 (p ¢ .05) for
§ 4
b resources; (2) .17 to .24 (p < .05) for support; (3) .06 to
54
}' .07 (p < .05) for training; (4) .16 to .20 (p < .05) for job
EE:'. 13
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}z: importance; and (3) .09 to .12 (p < .05) for cooperation/co-
:!-L.
M hesiveness (Olson et al., 1986).
K
gi Steel and Mento (1986b) studied the effect of situa-
WS
nl‘-
:{f ti1onal constraints on performance measures, affective
gyl
) ) measures, and withdrawal intentions within Air Force task
.
..l
%:; environments. The study used a sample of 274 employees of
SN
g
I, a USAF base level civil engineering organization. Four
e
si1tuational constraint items including: (1) job-induced
,i& obstacles; (2) interpersonal or social obstacles; (3)
J'._J'
A physical job environment; and (4) organizational policies/
f
O™
= procedures; were measured. The situational constraints
o
;c: ratings were provided by the immediate supervisor of the
f’ participating individuals. The supervisors also provided
N
L
. one of the two performance ratings. The other performance
D 'Q\,' 4
; N rating was an employee self-appraisal. The study also
:Cﬁ measured affective measures of: job satisfaction, organiza-
) tional commitment, and job involvement.
A
QN?\ The study found only one significant relationship with
AN
#%: situational constraints, that of job satisfaction
A
) (r = -.14, p ¢ .05). Situational constraints were not
:ﬁl si1gnificantly related to either performance rating. The
Eo>
\‘"‘-.
hﬁ: study also found no significant relationship between
WS
L%,
- @ e situational congtraints and withdrawal intentions (Steel &
* e T
- .
D Mento, 1986b).
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Comparison of Field Studies

In their review of the literature, Peters et al. (1985)
found that research into the relationship of situational
constraints and performance has found mixed results.
Laboratory studies (e.g. Peters et al., 1980; Peters,
Chassie et al., 1982) and some field studieg (e.g. O'Connor,
Peters et al., 1984; Steel & Mento, 1986a; Steel et al.,
1987) in the private sector have found significant rela-
tionships between situational constraints and job perfor-
mance. Federal sector field research has found both no sig-
nificant relationship (0'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984; Steel
& Mento, 1986b) and significant relationships (Olson &
Borman, 1985; Olson et al., 1986) between job performance
and situational constraints. Even though the strength of
the relationships has differed from study to study, the
majority of field gtudies (private and public sector) have
generally found a relationship between work performance and
situational constraints. Little evidence has supported
Peters and O'Conner’'s (1980) prediction that performance
variance would be less in higher constraining work settinsgs
than in low constraint settings.

Unlike the constraints - performance relationship,
Peters et al. (198%) found constraints - affective variables
relationships to be consistent from gtudy to study. The
majority of the studies in both the private and federal
sectors found significant relationships between situational

constraints and affective variables. Most studies have
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n
3
\5 found lower frustration and higher job satisfaction among
¥
]
: groups with lower performance constraints.
'\ Situational constraints can have an impact on 1i1n-
"
: dividuals' withdrawal intentions. Because situational )
’
Q.
& constraints are related to negative affective variables, and
}- affective reactions have been shown to be predictors of
.
o,
$\ withdrawal, Peters et al. (1985) concluded constraints
B
hA
* influenced employee turnover. Results 1n this area have
A also been mixed. In their private sector field study,
LS
‘\'_ s
. O’'Connor, Peters et al. (1984) found a weak, though sig-
A
K o
. nificant, relationship between constraints and actual
){ turnover among convenience store managers. Federal sector
3
o field studies in this area (0'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984;
o
,‘5 Steel & Mento, 1986b) found no significant relationships
: between situational constraints and expressed 1ntentions to
o
iy leave.
B1A
13 Peters et al. (198%5) examined the literature concerning
14
xj the consequences of situational constraints for three
L™
-
.
ﬂ: general areas: (1) jJob performance; (2) affective respon-
e
1%
N ses; and (3) withdrawal intentions. The present study adds
ad to the situational constraints literature on these three
W,
e
23 1ssues. This present study also furthers federal sector
! ‘
'J. research into these three types of outcomes by examining
}3 data from a sample of United States Federal Mint employees.
5
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Statement of Problem

Peters and O'Conner (1980) discussed the necessity for
research into the effect of situational variables on
performance outcomes. Field research into the relationship
between situational constraints and work performance ratings
has been rather limited. The results of previous research
do not show consistent agreement between laboratory and
field studies. O'Conner et al. (1984) recommended the use
of additional measures of performance and constraints to
clarify the impact of situational constraints in organiza-
tional settiangs. The problem is to determine if there is a
si1gnificant relationship between situational constraints and
work performance for a different sample and setting than
that studied in previous research. A second problem
requires determining if there is a significant relationship
between situational constraints and measures of work
attitudes. A third problem is to determine if there 1s a
gignificant relationship between gituational constraints and
behavioral intentions to quit or stay.

Prior research on the relationship between situational
variables and performarice has been exclusively limited to
cross-sectional designs. Past research has failed to
demonstrate the ability of situational constraints to
pre/i1ct subsequent work performance.

The fourth problem 1s to examine predictive relation-
ships between si1tuational constraints and job performance
uti1li1zing a longitudinal degign.

17
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Objectives and Hypotheses

The primary objective of this research is to determine
if there are any significant relationships between con-
comitant measures of situational constraints and (1) job
performance; (2) work attitudes; and (3) behavioral intents
for a sample of employees from a United States Mint.

A secondary objective of the research is to determine
if predictive relationships over time pertain between situa-
tional constraints and the outcome measures over a fourteen-
month period.

The primary and secondary objectives were investigated
through tests of the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Situational constraint ratings

will be significantly correlated with measures of
Mint employee performance during each of three
waves of data.

Hypothesis 2. Situational constraint ratings

will be significantly correlated with measures of
work attitudes during each wave of data.

Hypothesis 3. Situational constraint ratings

will be significantly correlated with a measure
of behavioral intentiong during each wave of
data.

Hypothesis 4. Situational constraint ratings

collected during a prior wave of data will sig-

nificantly predict measures of (1) job perfor-

18
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mance; (2)work attitudesg,; and
intentions to quit collected

of data.
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(3) behavioral

1n subsequent waves
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IT. Method

Sample and Setting

Thig study used data collected from 260 United States
Faderal Mint employees. Survey and performance appraisal
data were collected on all participants in three waves:
Wave 1 data during November 1983; Wave 2 at the end of May
1984; and Wave 3 during January 1985. In the initial wave,
data were provided by 234 participating individuals.
Demographic data indicated the majority (70%) of the
respondents were civil service wage grade personnel.

General schedule civil service employees accounted for 18

percent of the participants. The remaining 12 percent of
the sample were undesignated. The sample included 44
supervisory personnel. The typical employee was a male

(92%), between 41 and 50 years of age, and had a length of
service between 24 and 36 months (Steel, Jennings, &

Lindsey, 1987).

Measures

Data used in this study were collected from surveys
given to the participating employees and their immediate
supervisors. This study examined the relationship between
six measures divided among four areas. The measures
included: (1) situational constraints; (2) two performance
measuresg (supervisor's performance rating and self-appraised

20

VI AR

v, Iy, 49 R - S00REG e RS O () 000 M) Q SAOHOLAOAORGNG ¥ ;
LN Y SRR N SVRONENCSY, B UMY ‘.'!‘-','s‘.'l'. \‘.'.'.'n':‘.'.'s':'o‘.'.ﬁ-‘.l"ﬂ?'.l'.‘.l'.‘.'?‘a"‘.ﬁ.t",i".v".o 'fa".o OO Y.




e N AT

performance); (3) two affective measures (job satiszfaction
and organizational commitment); and (4) intention to quit.

Situational constraints. The employees’ immediate

supervisors rated the performance obstacles and constraints
employees encountered in their work that inhibited perfor-
mance. Situational constraints were measured with four
Likert-type items (Appendix A). Item | measured job induced
constraints. This item accounted for factors in the make-up
of the job itself that determine levels of performance. The
second item measured interpersonal or social obstacles.

This second item represented the communication and coopera-
tion climate among individuals who interact with the
employee in the course of his/her job. The third item
concerned environmental obstacles. Item three measured
factorsg in the physical job environment and in the geograph-
ical locale of the work (e.g., sales potential) that effect
job performance. The fourth item measured administrative or
policy constraints. This final item concerned the rules,
regulations, and requirements imposed upon the employee, by
the Mint or other government agencies, that impede the
employee’s job performance to a greater extent than other
employees doing comparable work. The instructions asked the
supervisor %o indicate how frequently each of the four items
pogsed a problem for the particular employee. These instruc-
tions are reproduced verbatim in Steel and Mento (1986a).
The four items were scaled on a seven-point frequency
response scale. The scale ranged from (1) never a problem

21
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N to (7) always a problem. This survey i1instrument has
'
Ko
.& previously yielded reliability estimates of rxx = .70 (Steel
o & Mento, 1986a) and rxx = .67 (Steel et al., 1987). The
G
h’ four items were summed to obtain a total situational }
Q; constraint score for each employee (M = 9.87, SD = 4.47, Pxx
. = .84).
S
g
- Supervisor's performance rating. The immediate
5

supervisor of each participating employee was asked to

:i provide a performance evaluation. Supervisors rated each

;ﬁ employee's job performance on five aspects of work perfor-

;

ﬁ: mance. The supervisor's rating of performance was performed
; on five Likert-type items (Appendix B). One item measured

the quantity of output. This item described the produc-

" tivity of an employee in terms of units of work produced or
A

P services rendered. The second item measured the quality of
kY

.

15 work performed. This item represented the degree to which

work products were free of error and conformed to specifica-

'; tions. The third item measured the efficiency of work in
E% termg of the degree to which resources were used to the

&‘ maximum capacity with minimum waste. The fourth item

gf measured the employee’s problem-solving capacity. The

:f definition of this item was in terms of the ability of the
%; employee to anticipate potential problems and either prevent
2‘, or minimi~e the problem’s effect upon the employee’s work
g; unit. The fifth item measured the adaptability/flexibility
Lf of the employee adjusting to and performing in special

%; circumstances or less than optimal conditions.

R/
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§5 The i1nstructions on the supervigor's rating form asked
fd‘ i the supervisor to rate the worker's performance compared to
ﬁ; the performance of other employees doing similar work. Each
)
g£ ’ item was scaled on & seven-point comparative response sgcale.
fh The scale ranged from (1) far worse to (7) far better than
%ﬁ other employees. The five items were summed tc obtain a

U
%& total supervisory performance rating (M = 20.25, SD = 5,06).
bs Steel and Mento (1986a) and Steel et. al. (1987) found this
ﬁﬁ measure to be a valid predictor of employee j;ob performance
?: for samples of finance company branch managers and cashiers,
:$ respectively. The coefficient alpha for this measure 1n the
gl present study was .G3.
#; Self-appraisal of performance. The second source of

sSubjective performance ratings was solicited from the

ﬂo participating employees themselves. This measure of

ﬁ? performance was based on Feedback Based Self-Appraisal

?; (FBSA) . Steel and Ovalle (1984a) found FBSAg heightened the
ﬂ' agreement between supervisory and employee performance

{;' appraisals. The employees were asked to give responses

:i. about their performance based on feedback received from

izj their supervisor about their performance. The FBSA ratings
:;g were made on the same five areas as 1n the superviscr'sg

‘;f rating form and used the same seven-point rating scale

“E (Appendix C). Employees, like their supervisors, were asked
;? to indicate how their job performance would compare with

L)

l other employees doing similar work. Like the supervisor's
g} performance rating, the 5 1tems were summed to obtain a

A
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L total self-appraisal performance rating (M = 19.87, SD =
i ,.
ﬁ 5.04). The 1internal consistency reliability estimate for .
hy this measure was .92.

"

» 1
aj Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction, an affective

n

HES criterion, was measured with a five item scale developed by
)

‘:ﬁ Andrews and Withey (1976). The participating employees were
)

"

~$ asked to what degree they were satisfied with various

b aspects of their job. The 1tems (Appendix D) asked how the
}} employees felt about: (1) their j;ob (e.g. How do you feel
-

-~

)

~ about your job?); (2) their co-workers; (3) the work itself;
Y

0 (4) the physical surroundings, hours, and amount of work;
:t} and (5) provisions availlable for doing their job (e.g.
S

:J equipment, information, and good supervision). The 1tems 1n
R
,“ this 1nstrument were measured on a seven-point scale ranging
L]

{? from (1) terrible to (7) delighted. The five 1tems were

N

;¢ summed to form a single )ob satisfaction rating (M = 18.17

N

g

Y

Lo SD = 4.79) . Steel et al. (1987) and Steel, Mento, Dilla,

A

Ovalle, and Lloyd (1985) reported reliabilities for this

-
-
}: instrument of .77 and .78, respectively. The alpha coeffi1-
I-*
Py cient calculated from analysi1s of the present study’'s data
o
S was .77.
}-
D ,:-_:
:fg Organizational commitment. An additional affective
5
';r measure used 1n this study was the Organizaticnal Commitment
P
,t Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). This survey
>
aﬁ inatrument measured the sense of loyalty and commitment of 1
'y
g participating employees toward the Mint. The questionnaire
. 9
)
oo contained fifteen 1tems (Appendix E) representing possible
o
I\
‘. 24
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feelings the employees might have had about the Mint.
Typical examples of the items included: "I am willing to
put 1in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected
in order to help this organization be successful; ™ "I would
accept almost any type job assignment in order to keep
working for this organization;  and "I am proud to tell
others that I am part of this organization.  The employees
were asked to respond to each statement using ratings
between (1) strongly disagree and (7) strongly agree. Steel
and Mento (1986b) used this i1nstrument and obtained an
internal consistency reliability estimate of .87. Mowday et
al. (1979) ci1te extensive reliability and validity for this
measure 1ncluding: alpha coefficients ranging from .82 to
.93, test-retest reliabilities ranging from .52 to .75;
convergent validities ranging from .63 to .74 across six

diverse samples; and discriminant validities ranging from r

= .30 to .56 with job involvement, r = .0l to .68 with the
Job Dexcriptive Index (JDI), and r = .39 to .40 with career
sati1sfaction. The fifteen 1tems of the i1instrument 1n this

study were summed and a total organizational commitment
score was cajculated for each employee (M = 48.11, SD =
18.86, r.. = .88).

Intention to quit. Steel and Ovalle (1984b) found

behavioral 1ntentions to quit or remain to be primary
motivational antecedents of plans to withdraw. Survey
responsgses to an i1tem measuring 1ntent to remain 1n federal

3ervice were used as an 1ndex of withdrawal plans. The 1tem

25
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(Appendix F) used had five possible responses ranging from
(1) T definitely intend to separate within the coming year

to (5) I definitely intend to remain during the coming year.

Procedure

Survey questionnaires were administered to participat-
ing employees on-site in group meetings. Respondents were
notified by a research staff member that their participation
was strictly voluntary and also that their responses would
remain confidential and anonymous. The resgponse rate for
the study was approximately 83% (i.e., 260 of the total of
313 employees 1n the organization).

The supervisory performance appraisals and constraint
ratings were collected at the same time the survey ques-
tionnaires were administered. The supervisors were informed
their appraisals would be used exclusively for research

purposes only. The appraisal ratings were available on 221

of the cases.
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S III. Results
2
S0
&ﬁ\ Descriptive Statistics from the Survey and Appraisal Data
Y
e
N 5 Three Waves of survey and appraisal data were collected
(X .
l) from the participants. Wave 2 data were collected six
4, )
t.b months after the initial Wave 1 data. Wave 3 data were
N
ﬁ‘ collected approximately 14 months after Wave 1 data. The
\ means and standard deviations for each wave of data are
~
fx presented in Table 1. Complete sets of data were not
o
D"y &
:;? available from each of the or:iginal participantg because
_ participation in each wave was voluntary.
:;4-__
.
A Crogs-Sectional Correlates of Situational Constraints
e
. The cross-sectional outcome correlates of the situa-
AE:. A
gl tional performance constraint variable are shown in Table 2
CaigY
‘
0
is for Wave 1. All of the constraints - outcome correlations
f?' were low. One significant correlation was obtained between
T
gﬁ the constraints and supervisory performance rating (r =
ACH
SN -.29, p ¢ .C0l). This relationship supports the hypothe-
L)
D si1zed relationship between j;ob performance and situational
o constraints in the work environment. However, this rela-
"
O
‘H: tionship was not replicated by the self-appraisal perfor-
A
@ mance rating measure. Contrary to prediction, responses to
v
X the affective measures were not significantly correlated
.r:':
?} with the gsituational constraints variable. The intention to
Tae
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K TABLE 1
&
) Means and Standard Deviations for Measures
i
o
) Variable N M SD
3
g Wave 1
) Situational Constraints 204 9.87 4.47
1 Supervisory Performance rating 221 20.25 5.06
] Self-Appraisal rating 233 19.87 5.04
B Job satisfaction 235 18.17 4.79
~ Organizational commitment 234 48. 11 13.36
’ Intent to quit 229 0.95% .19
. Wave 2
) Situational Constraints 162 11.51 4.45
l
. Supervisory Performance rating 163 20.07 4.63
e
" Self-Appraisal rating 160 19.44 4.91
|
W Job satisfaction 159 17.77 4.51
)
Organizational comm:tment 154 44 .31 18.29
‘ Intent to quit 157 1.22 1.38
‘o
L)
'I
Wave 3
. Situational Constraints 196 10.34 £.19
42 Supervisdory Performance rating 211 21.47 4.97
gl
:? Self-Appraisal rating 131 19.558 4.61
-
2 Job satisfaction 131 17.66 5.77
AN
o Organizational commitment 129 44 .48 20.05
18
B Intent to quit 129 1.24 1.34
.-
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TABLE 2

Cross-Sectional Outcome Correlates of Wave 1|
Situational Performance Constraints

-

- -
e -

Vari:able r

Supervisory Performance Rating - 29% %%

LYV

Self-Appraisal Rating -.02
3 Job satisfaction .01
u Organizational commitment -.07

Intent to quit .07

x%x% p < .00l
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b
2
-
. qult variable also failed to show a significant relationship
&)
§
K with 3i1tuational performance constraints.
f‘ Table 3 shows comparable cross-sectional correlations
L
:' between measures of constraints and various outcome measures .
[\~
" collected in Wave 2. No statistically significant relation-
)
) ships were found within the Wave 2 data. Unlike Wave 1
’ data, the supervisory performance rating was not related to
»
/ the constraint rating. As found in Wave 1 data, the self-
N appralsal performance ratings were unrelated to constraints.
b
.. Responses to both affective measures and the withdrawal
1Y
K criterion showed no si1gnificant correlation with the situa-
i tional constraint variable 1n Wave 2, as was the case 1n
. Wave 1.
&
, Wave 3 cross-sectional outcome correlates of con-
A
o straints are shown in Table 4. Supervisory performance
: ratings were significantly correlated with the constraints
o
< measure (r = -.28, p < .00l). This relationship agrees with
the relationship found in the Wave 1 data. The data i1n Wave
N 3, iike the data in Waves | and 2, failed to yieid sig-
-i niiicant correlation between the constraint variable and the
: self-appraisal performance rating. A si1gnificant relation-
&
,$ 3hip between organizational commitment and the performance
?
L
-‘ constraint variable was found in the Wave 3 data (r = -.26,
N p ¢ .0l). This relationship i1ndicates that organizational
’
A
5 commitment 18 lower when situational performance constraints
]
L)
s
are present. The other affective variable, job satisfac-
;
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Crogss-Sectional Outcome Correlates of Wave 2
Situational Performance Constraints

¥
LU,

-~ . W b e
X5,

Variable

e}

%’kf‘\"\r

Supervisgsory Performance Rating -.15

\- -
LAy

Self-Appraisal Rating -.14

AR

L4
S

Job satisfaction -.07

.
e

l'l
LI i T

Organizational commitment -. 11

=

Intent to quit .03
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TABLE 4

Cross-Sectional Outcome Correlates of Wave
Situational Performance Constraints

Variable

'3

Supervisory Performance Rating
Self-Appraisal Rating

Job satisfaction
Organizational commitment

Intent to quit

.28%%x

.02

.18

.26% %

% p ¢ .01 xx# p < ,001
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e ) tion, and the 1ntent to quilt measure were not significantly
< corralated with the congtraintsz.
Three of the six outcome variables studied failed 1in

all cross-sectional analyses to show relationships with

n; situational performance constraints. The self-appraisals,
{i job satisfaction, and intent to quit all failed to show si1g-
ES nificant correlations with the constraints variable measured
‘ﬁ concomittantly i1n each respective wave. The two remaining
A& variables with significant r’'s did not show entirely

,E consistent relationships across all three waves. A s1g8-

¥ nificant relationship between organizational commitment and
By, constraints, only showed up i1in the Wave 2 data. Comparable
;ﬁ correlations in Wave | and Wave 3 were nonsignificant. The
b only replicated constraints - outcome relationship was that

for the supervisory appraisals with significant r's occur-

3
N
K ring in Wave 1 and Wave 3.

4
$ -h
¥
- Longitudinal Torrelates of Situational Constraints
\

- This study’'s longitudinal analyses compared constraints
' measures from previous waves with the outcome variables of
,: subsequent waves. The <constraints variable Sbtained Irom
+
& initial Wave 1 data was compared with the outcome variables
-

'n

measured from data collected six months later in Wave 2 and
¢ fourteen months later 1n Wave 3. The constraints variable

*»
~ obtained from Wave 2 data wags similarly compared with
N
> outcome variables measured from data collected ei1ght months
'y
)

: - later 1n Wave 3.

L4

A
l.

4

33

. T e e

-

K

cwta oAt
v e
A el

o

B A 5 S S A Y ) T W A e
o T A o NN LY KN R 2k LA 8



i a:’;i

-
Y

< >0k
B o

.-"Ql\-l

- -
g
i

nv-_
N A
(AL

ﬁc‘
ANy —

¢ .3
4y

TABLE 5

o o
‘c‘.fc'.

Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 2 Outcomes Using
Wave 1 Situational Performance Ccnstraints

a_ et
SERRN

o
AL

Variable r

ey

Sk

Supervisory Performance Rating -.22%%

»
L)
' .

Ly

-
By

Self-Appraisal Rating -.03

P

TeNs sy
Tt

Job satisfaction -.12

F4

5
L §

Organizational commitment -.16

¥

-
-
>

Intent to quit .06

‘.
r(
Eﬁﬁﬁr&’

#* p ¢ .01
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" Longitudinal prediction of Wave 2 data outcomes using

- . Wave 1 constraint variables are shown in Table 5. A sig-

) nificant correlation (r = -.22, p ¢ .01) was found between

) the performance constraint variable and the supervisory
performance rating. This relationship implied that lower

“4 performance might be related to greater situational con-
straints experienced in a prior period. There were no other
significant correlations in this analysis.

Table 6 shows the 14-month longitudinal predictions of

Wave 3 outcome measures by Wave 1 gsituational constraints.

< The situational constraints measures failed to significantly
predict performance criteria, affective variables, or

\ withdrawal plans over the prediction interval.

A Longitudinal correlations between Wave 3 outcome
measures and the situational performance constraints
meagured in Wave 2 are shown in Table 7. Wave 3 organiza-
tional commitment ratings were significantly predicted by
Wave 2 constraint ratings (r = -.23, p < .05). No other

significant correlations were observed in this analysis.

Evaluation of Hypothesis 1

Findings pertinent to this hypothesis are reported in
Tables 2 through 4. This hypothesis predicted that situa-
; tional performance constraints would be significantly
S ’ correlated with measures of employee performance during each

‘i of three waves of data.
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i TABLE 6

Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 3 Outcomes Using
?{j Wave 1 Situational Performance Constraints
»

a8y Variable r

Supervisory Performance Rating -.10
Self-Appraisal Rating -.11
?~ \ Job satisfaction -.01
Wl Organizational commitment -.14

J Intent to quit .02
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. TABLE 7

K i Longitudinal Prediction of Wave 3 Outcomes Using
Wave 2 Situational Performance Constraints

g Variable r

Supervisory Performance Rating -.06
Self-Appraisal Rating -.18
Job satisfaction -.02
Organizat onal commitment -.23%

Intent to quit .15
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;%: ) In the results previously discussed, situational
DU
;q" performance consgtraints were significantly correlated with
2; the supervisory performance ratings in two crossg-sectional

v

:g analyses (i.e. Waves ! and 3). However, the self-ratings of
> <

i;‘ performance were not correlated with the situational

1

’gw performance constraints 1n any of the three waves. Based on
$§’ these results, Hypothesis | received limited support.

-

o Evaluation of Hypothesi:s 2

.o

ﬁﬁ Results pertaining to this hypothesis are shown 1in

§E$ Tables 2 through 4. This hypothesis stated that situational
;Wf performance constraints would be significantly correlated

..' A
‘ﬁ}{ with measures of work attitudes during each wave.

r{-
ff:; Organizational commitment was found to be significantly
(; correlated with situational constraints only in Wave 3. In
o
g;ﬁ each of the three waves, situational performance constraints
::E: were not correlated with measures of job satisfaction.

C

Based on these findings, Hypothesis 2 received limited sup-

2

Y
»

port.

e &
'- Al

Ry

Evaluation of Hypothesis 3

Tables 2 through 4 are again used to evaluate this

3

T
Pllls

»ar] @Y

-
l'l':I

l.‘. .

hypothesis. The third hypothesis predicted that situational

P
l’A A

L
L}

performance constraints would be significantly correlated

d
:’J 3 2"

with a measure of behavioral intentions during each wave of

~
L

Vs &ﬁ;}

)

%

data. The intent to quit variable was not significantly

-

correlated with the situational performance constraints

3
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measured in any of the three waves. Based on these results,

Hypothesis 7 was not supported,

Evaluation of Hypothesis 4

Findings pertaining to this hypothesis are displayed 1in
Tables 5 through 7. This final hypothesis stated that
situational constraint ratings collected during a prior wave
of data will gignificantly predict measures of (1) job
performance; (2) work attitudes; and (3) behavioral inten-
tions to quit collected in subsequent waves of data.

The predicted longitudinal relationships were evident
in only two instances out of fifteen analyses. The super-
visory performance rating measured in Wave 2 was sig-
nificantly predicted by situational performance constraints
measured in Wave 1. In addition, the Wave 3 organizational
commitment measure was significantly correlated with
constraints measured in Wave 2. Because the results were
neither plentiful nor consistent acrosgs any variable,

Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
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Iv. Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Since the effects of situational performance con-
straints on job performance were first demonstrated in a
laboratory setting by Peters et al. (1980), the effects of
situational constraints upon work performance have had
limited play in field settings. Laboratory studies clearly
indicated that inhibiting situational constraints were
related to lower job performance. Field studies 1n both
private and federal sectors have not shown consistent
results. In both sectors, significant relationships have
and have not been found between constraints and )ob perfor-
mance (e.g. O'Connor, Peters et al., 1984; Steel & Mento,.
1986a; O'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984; Olson et al., 1986).

This gstudy produced inconsistent relationships between
the situational constraint measures and the two )ob perfor-
mance measures. Like the public sector study by Steel and
Mento (1986b), this study found no significant relationship
between situational constraints and self-appraisal ratings.
Significant relationships. however, were found between
constraints and supervisory performance ratings. These
findings in the federal sector parallel weak constraints -
performance relationships observed by O'Connor, Eulberg et
al. (1984) for Air Force enlisted personnel. This study's
findings directly contrast with two public sector studies

for Army personnel. Olson and Borman (1985) found sig-

40
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f nificant relationships betweeﬁ environmental factors (i.e.

»

L congtraintg) and performance for Army enliated perzonnel.

; Similarly, Olson et al. (1986) found environmental -

i performance relationships in a sample of Army personnel from
" nine different occupational specialties.

‘t The findings in this study also do not agree with

; findings from studies in the private sector. Like this

E study, Steel and Mento (1986a) and Steel et al. (1987) both
;E used supervisory performance ratings and self-appraisal

;; ratings as measures of performance. These two private

o

g sector studies, however, found significant constraints -

‘& performance relationships with both performance measures.

:. When this and previous studiegs are viewed together, a
;h g8eneral pattern can be seen. Private sector field studies
!j support the constraint - performance relationship. The

E relationship is not as clearly supported in the public

5

8 sector. The findings of this study add to the mounting

g evidence of weak or nonexistent constraints - performance
i; relationships 1in the public gector.
t; Peters et al. (1985) found the constraints - affective
i; measures relationship to be consistent from study to study.
‘S Most Studies found higher job satisfaction among groups with
z. lower performance constraints. This study measured job
‘: gsatisfaction and organizational commitment. The findings of
LE this study directly contrast with earlier studies (Peters et
2 - al., 1985) by showing no gignificant relationship between
" Job gatisfaction and constraints in any of the three waves
B
.j 4]
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of data. Previous sgudies in the public sector have szhown
significant negative relationships between constraints and
job satisfaction (O’Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984; Steel &
Mento, 1986b). Additionally, O’'Connor, Eulberg et al.

(1984) found frustration higher among Air Force personnel in
work environments where higher performance constraints were
present.

Significant constraints - affective measures relation-
ships were also previously found in the private sector.
O'Connor et al. (1982) and O’'Conner, Peters et al. (1984)
found higher frustration among groups working in higher
constrained environments. As in the public sector, O0'Connor
et al. (1982) also found a greater level of dissatisfaction
associated with constraints. In addition to job satisfac-
tion, this study examined the relationship between situa-
tional performance constraints and organizational commit-
ment. The constraints - commitment relationship was found
to be significant in only one wave of data. Overall, this
study did not observe a conclusive constraints - affeg&xve
measures relationship. This study’'s finding of a weak
constraints - affective measures relationship contrasts
sharply with previous findings in both the public and
private sgsector.

The results of this study concerning the relationship
between the employees’' intent to quit and situational
performance constraints agree with other federal sector
studies (0'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984; Steel & Mento,

42
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f2§ 1986b) . The private sector study by O’Connor, Peters et al.
{p !
;J' ) (1984) found only a weak relationship between turnover and
:i constraints. This study adds to the evidence that no
: significant connection exists between situational con-
%g straints and behavioral intentions to quit in either public
';S or private sectors.

,;f A secondary objective of this study was to determine if
ﬁ& predictive relationships pertain over time for situational
?1 constraints and outcomes over a fourteen-month period. Even
%? though this study found two occurrences of gignificant
ik predictive relationships, the constraint variables failed to
ihj predict the majority of subsequent outcome measures. The
vii longitudinal results do not necesgsarily rule out the general
;w' predictive value of situational constraints in all cases.
.
:$$ The lack of performance predictability by situational
;gg constraints may have been the result of this study’s
%; methodological limitations.
‘r: One possible explanation for many of the differences

0
:r‘ between studies in this literature may be data source bias.
‘ﬁ' Data source bias occurs when measures are spuriously
EE correlated because responses to them were obtained from a

Eé common data source (e.g., the same individual). Response
-
i'ﬁ congistency bias is a well known example. The present study
) had each employee’'s immediate gupervisor provide the

;-3 constraint rating. Since he/she alsgo supplied the super-
?u . visory performance ratings, the gituational constraints

{i variable and the supervisory rating were obtained from the

- 43
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sSame source. Consequently, data source bias may acecount for
the significant relationship between the two variables. In
contrast, the self-appraisals were not contaminated by data
source bias. Consequently, the correlation between the
self-appraisal rating and the situational constraint
variable may be a better indicator of true constraints -
performance relationships than the correlation summarizing
supervisory rating - situational constraints relationships.
Two previous private sector studies (Steel & Mento, 1986a;
Steel et al., 1987) also controlled for data source bias.
These two studies found .arger performance - constraint
relationships when both variables shared a common source
than when each variable came from a separate data source.
The findings in this study are easily interpreted within a
data source bias framework. They also seem to suggest that
there 1s a lack of direct influence of constraints on job
performance in the federal sector (O0'Connor, Eulberg, et al,
1984; Steel & Mento, 1986b).

Unlike the majority of previous studies (e.g., O0’'Connor
et al., 1984) data source bias was controlled 1in the present
study’'s analysis of constraints - affective measures
relationships. While supervisor’s prcvided the constraints
rating, the employees generated the affective variables.
Although data source bias was controlled 1n this study,
previous studies (excluding Steel & Mento, 1986b) 1n both
private and public sectors failed to include this control.
Previous studies (O’'Connor et al., 1982; O'Connor, Peters et

44
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h\: al., 1984; O'Connor, Eulberg et al., 1984) have almost
i

,x . univergally found zi1gnificant constraints - attitudinal
:‘ relationships. The present study did not. One 1s compelled
oy
2 to ask, "Did the uncontrolled data source bias present 1in
W
A . .
i previous research contribute to the frequency of significant
]
Y . . _ . .

" attitudinal - constraints correlations?
ol

)

iy Conclusions and Recommendations

. The primary 1intent of =%his research was to :nvestiga~ne
-

‘j the relationships between situational c¢constraint measures
-

x and (1) job performance; (2) work attitudes; and (3)

& ']
g withdrawal intentions for a sample of United States Mint
150

i employees. The reason for this examination was to further

’ ) .
iy the research on these relationships in the federal sector.
r
4 Previous research in the public sector was limited to
‘ji military samplesgs. This study broadened the scope of public
O

~a sector research concerning constraints - performance rela-
:) tionships into the nonmilitary arena. This study also
2
R sought to comply with the recommendations of previous

S
25
}x studies by examining these relationships for new and

>

o different occupational groups.

A8

P
-J .

B The present study was not without limitations. One

]

Y

b limitation stemmed from the responses to the constraints

3: measure. Peters et al. (1985) discussed the absolute
\':
B magnitudes of the constraint ratings as a potential explana-
-
QJ tion for the nonsignificant and weak constraints relation-
-F‘.
G - ships found 1n field studies. The severity of the con-
L)
D
)
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)
B .
: straints in field research has been much lower than that
"
M created in the laboratory. Peters et al. (1985) concluded
4
;fh that constraints had little impact on performance and
‘A
$f withdrawal in low severity constraint settings. The
il
:'§ situational constraint ratings in this study were compara-
W e
i}é tively low, in an absolute sense. The relatively low
K : constraint work environment may have contributed to the weak
"
i constraint relationshins found i1in this study.
o Another limitaticn was introduced by controlling for
s
Wk data source bias. This study obtained measures of situa-
0
q , ) .
P tional constraints from supervisory personnel. Although the
!&f supervisors’' constraint ratings may have been an honest
M
n5$ reflection of the true work environment, the Mint employees
i
ﬁ-‘ may have perceived their environments differently. Peters
LY
X
.u? et al. (1985) stated that when perceptual data is relied
L
"\.
tf upon, variance due to the situation cannot be distinguished
g
Fl2d 3"
i from variance due to personal factors of the perceiver. One
"y possible improvement in the measurement of situational
33
,,(-I
e
Q:b constraints may be made by changing the respondents. The
o
.-* constraint ratings could be supplied by a group of super-
ﬂg visors or employees separate from those employees or
19N
o
*:Q supervisors responding on other measures, or objective
2
B
‘;: constraints measures could be employed. This technique may
;jt control data source bias as well as perceiver variation.
"
L4
:#;; Although this study found little evidence to support
t
D
ﬁi its hypotheses, this study added to the research on situa-
{:ﬁ tional performance constraints i1n field settings. This
‘h
e
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study agreed with previous federal sector studies i1n showing
that situational performance congtraints do not atrongly
affect work performance in government organizations.
Affective responses and behavioral intentions were also
found to not be materially affected by constraints.

One methodological advance of this study over previous
studies is its longitudinal nature. Previously published
articles in the situational constraints literature have
evaluated only cross-sectional relationshipsg between
constraints and outcome variables. While this study's lon-
gitudinal data revealed little predictability of performance
by constraints, this study’'s longitudinal design should be
repeated. Additional field research using longitudinal
designs would allow researchers to draw inferences concern-
1ing the causal effects of constraints on subsequent outcome
measures.

Although compelling data are lacking, 1t 18 likely that
constraints affect employees even though their performance
may not greatly diminish. Constraints may affect an
employee’'s job performance and attitudes 1n ways not
measured by this study. Employees may simply adjyust to
constraintg without reducing their measurable output, but
they may still be affected detrimentally by the constraints.
For example, they may undergo greater amounts of stiress in
the conduct of their )jobs.

Future research should continue investigating the

relationships between constraints and performance and
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affective measures in different work settings. In addition,
studies in this area should include longitudinal analyses of
these relationships. Future research should also include

multiple measures of the variables (i.e. hard measures) to

ensure data source bias is controlled.

48

e T AN WY > W W e | T O e A R e 3! 1 -
» 0.‘- .l s A% I-.'~ e LA M l'! ", J ,'b’.l .. ., o ’4*“ "l - a;‘»‘."




LN R

.‘

e cmdtgs

e A

B v T e " o 87

Pl

= oo

[\
2

-

Aol

\ ) PN .
ROV AGAD (AN U IR X AP OOV W OGDUOURIGUIGUOID WO N ? !
v l"-"‘u“\"':'?‘-ﬁ‘.,‘ RN "‘."‘-'q'.h"‘.f .?."e""i,‘?"’:i'.J"‘,l".‘&)"t,*.:l“‘l'kAO’..-'.fl.‘{".‘.b'5‘| 'Ju"‘.w".‘"",i.'.,:"fc.‘fl".!’.w" " m“"""’“b D

Appendix A: Situational Constraintz Items

= Never

= Very Rarely
= Rarely

= Sometimes

= Often

= Very Often
= Always

O NN

Job Induced Constraints

Def: Factors in the make-up of the job
itself (e.g., assembly line paced
work) that determine levels of
performance.

Interpersonal or Social Obstacles

Def: Represents the quality of inter-
personal relationships (e.g.,
communication climate, cooperation)
among individuals who interact
with the employee in the course of
his/her work.

Environmental Obstacles

Def: Factors in the physical job environ-
ment (e.g., excessive noise or
heat) and in the geographical locale
of the work (e.g., sales potential)
that effect job performance.

Administrative of Policy Constraints

Def: Rules, regulations, and requirements
imposed upon an individual by the
organization or governmental agencies
that impede the employee's job
performance to a greater extent than
employees doing comparable work.
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fﬁ Appendix B: Supervisor’s Performance Rating Items

w)
[ 1 = Far Worse
o5 2 = Much Worse

o 3 = Slightly Worse

. 4 = Abcut Average
N 5 = Slightly Better
¢ 6 = Much Better
N 7 = Far Better
)

3

AN 1. Quantity of OQutput

! Def: The productivity of an employee in

O terms of units of work produced or
ﬁ services rendered.
;..
.’ 2 Quality of Work

)

:} Def: The degree to which work products are
55 free from error and/or conform to

RS standards and specifications.

o~
-

3. Efficiency of Work

o
o
)

The degree to which resources (e.§g.,
money, materials, personnel) are
used to their maximum capacity and

o A & e
KA

» -
-
»

;g‘ waste is kept to a minimum.

o

h=¢ 4 Problem-Solving Capacity

)

‘:3 Def Represents the ability of an employee
o to anticipate problems that may come
N up and either prevent them or

minimize their effects upon the opera-
tions of the work unit.

Xt
.:-

-
-

)

o

(X
odd 5. Adaptability/Flexibility

e 4

N~

i- Def: Represents the ability of an employee
L to adjust to special circumstances
o (e.g8., "crash projects” and sudden
Yy gschedule changes) and perform under
- less than optimal conditions. :
e

}
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Appendix C: &elf-appraizal of Performance ltems

= Far Worse

= Much Worse

= Slightly Worse
= About Average
Slightly Better
Much Better

Far Better

NO O N
]

it n

Compared with other employees doing similar work, your
supervisor considers the quantity of the work you
produce to be:

Compared with other employees doing similar work, your
supervisor considers the quality of the work you
produce to be:

Compared with other employees performing similar work,
your supervisor believes the efficiency of your use of
available resources (money, materials, personnel) in
producing a work product is:

Compared with other employees performing similar work,
your supervisor considers your ability in anticipating

problems and either preventing or minimizing their
effects to be:

Compared with other employees performing similar work,
your supervisgor believes your adaptability/flexibility
in handling high-priority work (e.g., “crash projects’
and sudden schedulie changes) is:
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Appendix D: Job Satisfaction Items

Delighted

Pleased

Mostly satisfied

Mixed (about equally satisfied and dissatisfied)
Mostly dissatisfied

Unhappy

= Terrible

-
=

Lo e G
[T}

How do you feel about your job?

s e
[

How do you feel about the people you work with--your co-
workers”?

. 3. How do you feel about the work you do on your job--the
K~ work itself?

b 4. What is it like where you work--the physical surround-
ings, the hours, the amount of work you are asked to do?

&j 5. How do you feel about what you have available for doing
your job--I mean equipment, information, good super-
y vision, and so on?

-
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- . Appendix E: Organizational Commitment Items

»
A :j
'\i 1 = Means you strongly disagree with the statement.
‘: 2 = Means you moderately disagree with the statement.
‘\3 3 = Means you slightly disagree with the statement.

: 4 = Means you neither agree nor disagree with the statement.

5 = Means you slightly agree with the statement.

- 6 = Means you moderately agree with the statement.

L 7 = Means you strongly agree with the statement.
“}Q

L 1 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond
-y that normally expected 1n order to help this organiza-
~ tion be successful.
K

“~ o

T

:1¢ 2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great
6 organization to work for.

if 3 I feel very little loyalty to this organization.

.:\‘.

7o
. 4. I would accept almost any type job assignment in order
E ” to keep working for this organization.
K"

{? S I find that my values and the orgnaization's values are
) very similar.

7. .
2N 6. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this
. oarganization.
1A

SN

AT

i 7. I could just as well be working for a different cr-
.. ganization as long as the type of work was similar.

> 8. This organization really inspires the very best 1n me in
! the way of job performance.
k\j g. It would take very little chance in my present cir-
';; cumstances to cause me to leave this organization.
L
s ~J
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to
work for over others I was considering at the time I
joined.

There’'s not too much to be gained by sticking with this
organization indefinitely.

Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organiza-
tion's policies on important matters relating to its
employee.

I really care about the fate of this organization.

For me this is the best of all possible organizations
for which to work.

Deciding to work for this organization was a definite
mistake on my part.
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Appendix F: Intention to Quit ITtem

Within the coming year, if I have my own way:

AW DD

[ B B o O o I o |

definitely intend to remain in federal service.

probably will remain in federal service.

have not decided whether I will remain in federal service.
probably will not remain in federal service.

definitely intend to separate from federal service.
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